Introduction
We would like to thank Drs. Gauvin, Meinzer and de Zubicaray for their commentary on our paper, Westwood, Olson, Miall, Nappo, and Romani (2017) . Commentaries are essential to scientific debate because they point out limits to research that may otherwise go unnoticed by the reader. This is especially needed in the field of tDCS, where there is debate regarding its efficacy. Our paper was motivated as an original contribution to this debate, so we gladly accept our chance to respond to their commentary (Gauvin, Meinzer, and de Zubicaray, 2017; hereafter referred to as Gauvin et al.). We first clarify two issues that frame much of what is discussed later. Firstly, the focus of our investigation was much wider than Gauvin et al. suggested. We wanted to assess whether a single session of anodal tDCS can modify performance on word production tasks in healthy participants, as we made clear throughout, including in the abstract, introduction and above all in the detailed empirical investigation. In our main analyses, we looked at the general effects of anodal tDCS on word reading and picture naming speed and accuracy. Since we failed to find any significant effects in the main analyses, we attempted to find effects with a number of additional analyses of semantic interference effects, of responses at different speeds and by considering possible individual differences in response to tDCS. This amounted to roughly 80 analyses overall, none of which showed significant effects of tDCS. That Gauvin et al. focused on our analyses of semantic interference effects alone misrepresents the aims of our paper.
Secondly, and more importantly, the focus of our paper was not to replicate any specific study. As we explained in the introduction, one aim was to 'try to replicate…findings' that anodal tDCS can modify semantic interference effects, given the inconsistency of these findings. We wanted to give the effects of tDCS the best chance to emerge through different analyses, not to replicate a specific study. There is a difference between a conceptual replication and a direct replication (for discussion, see Cesario, 2014; Schmidt, 2009; Simons, 2014; Stroebe & Strack, 2014) . Gauvin et al. failed to appreciate this distinction.
Our response to comments
Gauvin et al. criticized the investigations reported in our paper in terms of the theoretical framework, design, methodology and data analysis. We consider their objections in turn.
Issues with theoretical framework
Gauvin et al. said that a key assumption of our study was that the left inferior frontal gyrus (or LIFG) is reliably involved in semantic interference effects. This is not true. In line with the focus of the paper, our key assumption was that the LIFG
